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THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI QUALITY ENHANCEMENT PLAN 2016
+ 
n  Every 10 year, the 
University develops a new 
Quality Enhancement Plan 
(QEP) as part of 
reaffirmation of accreditation 
with the Southern 
Association of Colleges and 
Schools Commission on 
Colleges (SACSCOC).  
+ 
Eagles Engaged Goals 
n  Increase the percentage of students who: 
1.  Successfully meet gateway course 
learning outcomes 
2.  Successfully complete gateway courses  
3.  Participate in pathway experiences  
+ 
Gateway Courses 
n  Historically Difficult 
n  High Enrollment 
n  Foundational to the Curriculum 
n  General Education or to a Major 
n  Major 
+  
Matthew Casey, History 
Jennifer Regan, Biology 
Corwin Stanford, Mathematics 
 
Julie Howdeshell, QEP Director 
Kelly Lester, QEP Faculty Chair 
Doug Masterson, Student Success 
Implementation Team Chair 
 
Michelle Arrington, IR Director 
Casey Thomas, IR Analyst 
 
Southern Miss Gateway Conference Participants 
The QEP Gateway Team invited six 
gateway courses to apply for travel 
grants from a list of high DFW courses 
and selected 3 to participate. 
A	  Structured,	  Evidence-­‐Based	  Approach	  for	  
Improving	  Performance	  in	  Gateway	  Courses	  
Lou	  Albert	  –	  Pima	  Community	  College	  
Linda	  Baer	  –	  Minnesota	  State	  U	  –	  Mankato	  
Trudy	  Bers	  –	  Oakton	  Community	  College	  
Hunter	  Boylan	  –	  Na7onal	  Center	  for	  Developmental	  
Educa7on	  
Linda	  Braddy	  –	  Mathema7cal	  Associa7on	  of	  America	  
John	  Campbell	  –	  West	  Virginia	  University	  
Elizabeth	  Cox	  Brand	  –	  Oregon	  Department	  of	  Community	  
Colleges	  &	  Workforce	  Development	  
Jeff	  CorneH	  –	  Ivy	  Tech	  Community	  College	  
Brent	  Drake	  –	  Purdue	  University	  
Johanna	  Dvorak	  –	  University	  of	  Wisconsin	  Milwaukee	  &	  
NCLCA	  
Maribeth	  Ehasz	  –	  University	  of	  Central	  Florida	  
ScoH	  Evenbeck	  –	  CUNY	  Stella	  and	  Charles	  GuLman	  
Community	  College	  
Trinidad	  Gonzales	  –	  South	  Texas	  College	  /	  American	  
Historical	  Associa7on	  Learning	  Division	  
Casey	  Green	  –	  The	  Campus	  Compu7ng	  Project	  
Bob	  Guell	  –	  Indiana	  State	  University	  
Jeanne	  Higbee	  –	  University	  of	  Minnesota	  
Amber	  Holloway	  –	  Higher	  Learning	  Commission	  
	  
	  
ChrisLne	  Keller	  –	  APLU	  
Jillian	  Kinzie	  –	  Indiana	  Univ.	  Center	  for	  Postsecondary	  Research	  
&	  NSSE	  Ins7tute	  
Robert	  Kubat	  –	  Pennsylvania	  State	  University	  	  
Tricia	  LeggeH,	  Zane	  State	  College	  
Julie	  LiHle	  –	  EDUCAUSE	  
Jean	  MacGregor	  –	  Washington	  Center	  
Jodi	  Koslow	  MarLn	  –	  North	  Park	  University	  
George	  Mehaffy	  –	  AASCU	  
Jerry	  Odom	  –	  University	  of	  South	  Carolina	  
Karan	  Powell	  –	  American	  Public	  University	  System	  
Lynn	  Priddy	  –	  Na7onal	  American	  University	  
Elaine	  Seymour	  –	  University	  of	  Colorado	  at	  Boulder	  
Marion	  Stone	  –	  Interna7onal	  Center	  for	  Supplemental	  
Instruc7on	  	  
Emily	  Swafford	  –	  American	  Historical	  Associa7on	  
Uri	  Treisman	  –	  University	  of	  Texas	  at	  Aus7n	  
Ross	  Peterson-­‐Veatch	  –	  Goshen	  College	  
Kaye	  Walter	  –	  Bergen	  Community	  College	  
Cynthia	  Wilson	  –	  League	  for	  Innova7on	  in	  the	  Community	  
College	  
	  
The National Advisory Committee 
G2C Founding Institutions 
EARLY	  LESSONS	  FROM	  G2C	  TO	  DATE	  
Column	  A.	  
Course	  
Column	  B.	  	  
Number	  of	  InsLtuLons	  Working	  on	  
Course	  
Column	  C.	  
Average	  DFWI	  Rate	  for	  All	  Students	  
AccounLng	   2	   43.4%	  
Biology	   8	   30.8%	  
Chemistry	   4	   31.9%	  
English	  –	  College	  Level	   6	   30.3%	  
History	   6	   30.3%	  
Math	  –	  College	  Level	   10	   35.3%	  
Math	  –	  Developmental	   3	   49.4%	  
Psychology	   5	   30.0%	  
DFWI	  Rates	  by	  Course	  /	  Area	  of	  Current	  G2C	  ParLcipants	  
•  Race	  MaLers	  
– And	  So	  Do	  Income	  and	  First-­‐Genera7on	  Status	  
Lessons	  Learned	  -­‐	  
Race	  /	  Income	  /	  First	  Gen.	  
Column	  A.	  
Course	  
Column	  B.	  	  
Number	  of	  InsLtuLons	  Working	  on	  
Course	  
Column	  C.	  
Average	  DFWI	  Rate	  for	  All	  Students	  
AccounLng	   2	   43.4%	  
Biology	   8	   30.8%	  
Chemistry	   4	   31.9%	  
English	  –	  College	  Level	   6	   30.3%	  
History	   6	   30.3%	  
Math	  –	  College	  Level	   10	   35.3%	  
Math	  –	  Developmental	   3	   49.4%	  
Psychology	   5	   30.0%	  
Lessons	  Learned	  
Column	  A.	  
Course	  
Column	  B.	  	  
SubpopulaLon	  
Column	  C.	  
Average	  DFWI	  Rate	  for	  SubpopulaLon	  
AccounLng	   African	  American	   62.0%	  
	  	   Hispanic	  /	  LaLno	   69.5%	  
	  	   First	  GeneraLon	   48.2%	  
Lessons	  Learned	  –	  	  
Race	  /	  Income	  /	  First	  Gen.	  
•  Gateway	  Course	  Success	  is	  a	  DIRECT	  predictor	  
of	  reten7on	  .	  .	  .	  	  
Lessons	  Learned	  
Column	  A.	  Course	  Examples	  	  
from	  Individual	  G2C	  InsLtuLons	  
Column	  B.	  
Average	  DFWI	  
Rate	  
Column	  C.	  	  
DFWI	  Rate	  for	  Non-­‐
Retained	  Eligible-­‐to-­‐
Return	  Students*	  
Column	  D.	  	  
DFWI	  Rate	  for	  Academic	  
Dismissal	  Students	  
Principles	  of	  Accoun/ng	  I	   54.0%	   81.6%	   100%	  
Founda/on	  for	  Physiology	  /	  Biology	   18.9%	   55.0%	   92.9%	  
General	  Chemistry	  	   36.3%	   73.9%	   82.4%	  
Wri/ng	  and	  Rhetoric	  I	   10.6%	   25.8%	   61.4%	  
Survey	  of	  American	  History	   26.8%	   67.2%	   100%	  
College	  Algebra	   59.7%	   73.5%	   89.6%	  
Beginning	  Algebra	   24.4%	   65.1%	   100%	  
Introduc/on	  to	  Psychology	   28.1%	   46.1%	   83.7%	  
Mean	  of	  Average	  DFWI	  Rates	  for	  Examples	   32.4%	   61.0%	   88.8%	  
CorrelaLon	  with	  RetenLon	  
*	  	  These	  students	  leD	  voluntarily.	  In	  other	  words,	  their	  lack	  of	  reten/on	  was	  not	  due	  to	  formal	  academic	  dismissal.	  
	  
HOW	  G2C	  WORKS	  
•  Analytics Collaborative 
•  Teaching & Learning Academy 
•  Course / Cross-Course Transformation 
Study & Planning Process 
•  Community of Practice 
jngi.org 
Comprehensive 
Recommended	  
Comprehensive	  Model	  –	  Three	  Year	  Timeline	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WHY	  G2C?	  (SOME	  OUTCOMES)	  
•  Opportunity	  Cost	  
–  How	  Your	  Faculty	  and	  Staff	  Spend	  Their	  Precious	  Time	  
•  Learn	  With	  &	  Through	  Others	  
•  Exper7se	  from	  the	  Academy	  for	  the	  Academy	  
–  Scholars	  
–  Prac77oners	  
–  Student	  Success	  Innovators	  /	  Pioneers	  
20	  
The	  Value	  Added	  
jngi.org 
G2C	  Students	   Non-­‐G2C	  Students	  
Retention  83% 77% 
Good Academic 
Standing  
(GPA > 2.0) 
74% 65% 
Resiliency 54% 41% 
Outcomes	  to	  Date	  –	  RetenLon	  	  
jngi.org 
Outcomes	  to	  Date	  –	  Grades	  	  
Year	  
(2012	  Baseline)	  
Success	  Rate	  
ABC	  
Below	  Average	  
Rate	  
D	  
Fail	  Rate	  
F	  
Withdraw	  Rate	  
W	  
2012	  
N=432	   41%	  	   14%	   15%	   29%	  
2013	  
N=425	   49%	  	   18%	   15%	   18%	  	  
2014	  
N=379	   58%	   13%	   7%	   22%	  
Grade	  Differences	  in	  introducLon	  to	  AccounLng	  
jngi.org 
Outcomes	  to	  Date	  –	  Grades	  	  
Year	  
(2012	  Baseline)	  
Success	  Rate	  
ABC	  
Below	  Average	  
Rate	  
D	  
Fail	  Rate	  
F	  
Withdraw	  Rate	  
W	  
2012	  
N=	  2009	   69%	   9%	   6%	   16%	  
2013	  
N=	  1900	   70%	   6%	   8%	   16%	  
2014	  
N=	  2129	   76%	   6%	   5%	   13%	  
Grade	  Differences	  in	  College	  Algebra	  
jngi.org 
+ 
Gateway 
n  Five courses are being identified through a 
process that includes faculty input and data 
analysis. 
n  Each course will have a course committee 
and will develop the plan for that course with 
support from the Gardner Institute and the 
USM Gateway Steering Committee. 
+ Working Draft Budget for Gateway Component 
FY 16 FY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21 
G2C Analytics, Teaching Academy, and 
Consultations (5 courses for three years) 
112,500 0 0 0 0 0 
Gateway Initiatives Developed by Faculty 
Course Committees 
8,500 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 
Faculty Course Committee Chair Support 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 
Faculty Development – Community of Practice 7,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 
GATEWAY TOTAL 141,000 221,000 221,000 221,000 221000 221,000 
+ 
Historically Difficult Courses: Fall 09 - 14 
Course 
# of Semesters 
Course is in <67% 
List (out of 11) 
 
Total # 
Students 
# with C or 
Better (%) 
# with Less 
than C (%) 
# Withdrew 
(%) 
HIS 101 11 9775 5401 (54.6%) 3992 (41.6%) 382 (3.9%) 
MAT 99 11 6192 2939 (47.3%) 2984 (48.8%) 269 (4.0%) 
BSC 250 10 2834 1692 (59.7%) 1068 (37.8%) 74 (2.5%) 
BSC 110 9 2987 1815 (60%) 1082 (37.2%) 90 (2.9%) 
CHE 106 8 2800 1720 (61.5%) 952 (34.6%) 128 (3.9%) 
ACC 200 7 2200 1386 (63%) 695 (32%) 119 (5.1%) 
MAT 101 6 3424 2109 (61.6%) 1159 (34.6%) 156 (3.9%) 
ANT 101 6 2640 1702 (64.5%) 857 (32.5%) 81 (3.1%) 
+ 
Pathways 
n  Connected to post-graduation goals 
n  Significant enough to be included on 
resume or graduate school 
application 
n  Internships, Research, Service-
Learning, Fieldwork, etc. 
+ Advising and Career Development  
Survey of Undergraduate Degree Recipients 
SA A N D SD 
In general the advisors were helpful. 54 27 10 5 2 
In general the advisors were knowledgeable. 53 29 11 3 2 
Advisors were available during posted office hours. 55 30 10 2 1 
Sufficient time was available during advising sessions. 58 29 8 2 1 
The advice I received was very useful for my career goals. 50 25 15 5 2 
The advice I received was very useful for my educational goals. 53 28 12 3 2 
Spring 2013 – Rank degree of improvement at Southern Miss. Higher 
score indicates higher satisfaction. Numbers indicate percentages. 
Seniors completing an exit survey one semester prior to graduation ranked their personal 
improvement in “thinking logically/resolving analytical problems” the 2nd highest among 16 
items and math and computer skills among the lowest in terms of degree of improvement 
while at Southern Miss. 
+ Advising and Career Development 
Academic Advising Survey 2009   
My advisor… SA A N D SD 
is available for appointments we have scheduled 59.1 25.7 9.8 2.3 3.1 
helps me make informed decisions regarding my 
academic career 47.6 25.8 14.6 7.0 5.1 
is knowledgeable about degree requirements 53.8 56.3 11.3 14.6 4.0 
is knowledgeable about requirements for major 57.2 26.6 9.3 3.8 3.1 
has a positive attitude toward advising me 57.2 23.3 11.9 3.8 3.8 
encourages me as I progress in my studies 50.3 20.9 16.7 7.1 5.1 
discusses long-term goals with me 38.6 19.5 20.1 12.7 9.1 
is knowledgeable about other Southern Miss offices 36.4 23.4 26.7 7.7 5.8 
Completed Responses = 2019 
+ Advising and Career Development 
Southern Miss Alumni Survey, 2009-10 Cohort 
Satisfaction Regarding Academic Major 
(Lower mean indicates higher satisfaction) 
 
Notes: Of 13 items in this section, items 2, 3, and 4 indicated least satisfaction; Similar numbers for 
2010-11 cohort; N=96 – 100; Survey conducted by Institutional Research.  
Question 
Very 
Good 
(1) 
Good 
(2) 
Fair 
(3) 
Poor 
(4) 
Very 
Poor 
(5) 
Mean 
1. Availability of advisor 37 38 19 2 3 1.95 
2. Effectiveness of advisor in 
establishing long-term/career goals 24 32 24 16 4 2.44 
3. Opportunities for internships/field 
work in major 28 24 26 13 7 2.46 
4. Opportunities to engage in student-
faculty collaborative research 23 31 21 18 3 2.45 
+ 
Key Findings – Spring 2015 Survey 
n  Degree programs responding that they do not have 
a requirement: 
n  Arts and Letters: 17/35 (49%) 
n  Business – 9/14 (64%) 
n  Education and Psychology – 1/6 (17%) 
n  Health – 1/16 
n  Nursing – 0/2 
n  Science and Technology – 7/25 (28%); Note: 10 of the 18 
reporting a requirement have a research requirement 
n  Communication of opportunities  
(May mark more than one) 
n  Advisors required to discuss – 12/98 (12%) 
n  Advisors encouraged but not required – 63/98 (64%) 
n  Listservs, email, print, in class, or through student 
organizations – 67/98 (68%) 
n  Does the department or 
program track the number 
of students participating? 
n  Yes – 45 (46%) 
n  No – 53 (54%) 
n  Does the department track 
the number of students 
placed in jobs or graduate 
school related to their 
experiential learning? 
n  Yes – 30 (31%) 
n  No – 68 (69%) 
+ 
Impact on Learning: Words from Faculty in 
Degree Program with Required Internship 
n  Our students are very different after they complete their 
internships.  They return to USM as young professionals for 
their last year and have a much stronger understanding of 
what they are doing in their studio classes.  It is so amazing 
to watch them morph in such a short period.  They will all 
tell you that their internship was a valuable experience for 
them.  
+ 
Enhancing Pathway Experiences 
University-wide Initiatives 
n  Director 
n  Council 
n  Scholarships 
n  Counseling/Education 
Department-level initiatives 
n  Incentives for degree 
programs that currently have 
no required internship, field 
experiences, etc. to develop 
processes that fit the unique 
needs of their students 
Southern Miss will develop infrastructures to connect more 
students to pathway experiences.  
+ Working Draft Budget for Pathways Component 
FY 16 FY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21 
Pathway Coordinator – $45K Salary + Benefits 30,750 61,500 61,500 61,500 61,500 61,500 
Pathway Scholarships 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 
Operating (University-level initiatives, outreach 
to business/industry , faculty development, GA, 
consulting) 
10,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 
Departmental-Level Project Grants 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 
PATHWAY TOTAL 40,750 191,500 191,500 191,500 191,500 191,500 
+ 
Call for Action 
n  Contact qep@usm.edu to share your ideas or 
partner with us. 
n  Let others know about the QEP! 
n  Eagles Engaged: Enhancing Learning in 
Gateway and Pathway Experiences 
n  Mark your calendar! We have visitors coming! 
n  The SACSCOC On-Site Visit will be March 1-3, 2016.  
n   Meetings on the Gulf Coast campus will be February 29, 2016. 
n Consider endorsing the QEP.  
